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•..•.••.•. PREAMBLE •.•.•.•.••

I operate a Private Carrier Repeater in Northwest Indiana, about

40 miles Southeast of Chicago, Illinois. Because of the FCC

experiment to allow Land Mobile to use certain television

frequencies, my Private Carrier Repeater is allowed to operate on

a small segment of TV channel 14, near 471 Mhz. I operate the

Repeater on this frequency, and I lease the mobile and hand-held

radios to my clients, who consist of several large area Farmers,

and normal small Businesses who require two-way radio to

efficiently function.

I have received and read the proposed FCC Part 88.

I do understand that some areas of the Country do not have enough

frequencies assigned for .. two-way radio", and that something should

be done to allow for increased land mobile frequencies where

needed. I also understand that I will be strongly affected by any
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action the F.C.C. takes in this matter.

RECEIVED

MAY 2 6 1993

FEDERAl~I,\UN:CATiu~S C~M\SSlON

<JflCE OF THE SECRETARY

I feel that Part 88 should not be implemented as proposed, because

I believe that the proposed Part 88 is not in the best interest of

my business, or the businesses that use my two-way radio service.

It only offers my present clients added expense, reduced service,

and less reliable equipment. All in all, Part 88 only offers pain

for the two-way industry that I know. Part 88 could easily be the

end of my 15-year-old business •

••••.••••• WHAT I THINK IS WRONG WITH PART 88 .

Part 88 as written is promoting the idea that the land mobile

industry can have more channels to use by forcing those presently

on-the-air to "narrow" their occupied bandwidths so as to allow new

radio users to have additional radio space to use. I believe that

the FCC should be able instead to find some spectrum in the "vast

wasteland" that is Television, or in the largely barren spectrum

reserved for "government use", before it comes asking the land

mobile industry to make such a large sacrifice.

Forcing Land Mobile to "narrow up" means that each transmitter that

is on the air must meet new frequency tolerance requirements, have

altered audio passband characteristics, have more narrow bandpass

filters in every receiver, and suffer from degraded performance,

and at the same time, cost a lot of money for conversion or up-
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grading (if possible).

Test equipment presently common in the land mobile industry will

probably not be usable, because of the strange new frequency

combinations called for in Part 88, and may not have the accuracy

needed to properly certify equipment in use.

I believe that this means that almost every existing transceiver

now in use will have to be replaced by new equipment that will meet

the additional requirements of Part 88.

I lease radio equipment to the users of the Private Carrier

Repeater I operate, and I seem to read between the lines that the

FCC thinks that I can write off my existing radio equipment in just

a few years, thereby allowing me to bUy all this new required radio

equipment, but after 15 years in the two-way radio business, I can

tell you that the profit margin just is not there to allow me to

buy all-new radio equipment without a large increase in the amount

that I charge my user/customers for what they now use. The

equipment changes called for in Part 88 are of the type that demand

higher cost, and more maintenance, which is the wrong direction to

push two-way radio. A gradual conversion of a few radio units per

year won It work for me, either, because the older units will

immediately suffer too much loss of receive audio, without

modification. For me, it is all, or nothing.
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I note that if the present proposed Part 88 is implemented, I will

be forced to bUy expensive new test equipment, if for no other

reason than the rather strange new channel frequencies that have

been allowed to be proposed. I cannot now set a transmitter to a

frequency of 470.303125 Mhz! My expensive IFR Service Monitor will

not allow itself to generate this frequency directly, and I will

be forced to try and purchase another (as yet undeveloped) new

Service Monitor, in order to accommodate most "new" frequencies.

If narrow-banding just has to occur, this argument by itself will

put a lot of small radio shops out of business, or force them to

try and get by with inadequate measuring equipment, just when the

FCC will be hoping that everyone in the industry can be even more

accurate .

.••••.•••• A BETTER WAY TO FIND LAND MOBILE SPECTRUM ••••••••••

Where is the "problem" with Land Mobile? Isn't it mostly in the

most populated parts of the Country, and mostly in the big cities?

In those areas that really need spectrum relief, I believe that

there are a large number of television guard channels that have

gone unused since time started. I believe that some in government

would like to "reserve" these guard channels for "high definition

television", but I would like to raise the issue of what should be

important to our Country? Do we need another 50 Mhz of high

definition action cartoons messing with our children's heads, or
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perhaps another blast of old-time TV programs being re-run in hi

fi video? The FCC needs to reconsider the concept that the "Public

Interest, Convenience, and Necessity" should extend to getting the

every-day business done around our Country, by making it a bit

easier for American business to communicate.

Can the FCC consider the concept that even High Definition

Television should be looking for ways to get its job done without

asking for the use of another 50 Mhz of Spectrum? Why does High

Definition Television need those guard channels, or could they be

used right now by the land mobile industry to take the pressure off

of congested channels?

I WOULD LIKE TO OFFER THE FOLLOWING IDEA

In my area of the Country, I am allowed to make use of television

channel 14 for land mobile, and I am the operator of a Private

Carrier Repeater on TV channel 14, that serves several businesses

and several farms in my area, located just Southeast of Chicago.

Due to my location only 45 miles from Chicago, I do understand the

meaning of frequency congestion and overcrowding.

Since the "Chicago Region" experiment was started by the FCC

perhaps 20 years ago, I believe it has proven that in many cases,

two-way radio and television can make use of the same spectrum,

without interference problems. My private-carrier repeater, and

the dozens of others which use TV channel 14 in the Chicago area
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should be that proof. We have been doing this for perhaps 20

years, and our two-way activity does not have any detrimental

effect upon TV reception in the Chicago area, nor do our signals

affect TV channel 14 operation where it may be used.

I would like to propose that another TV/land mobile experim~nt be

made before Part 88 is allowed to throw present land mobile

operations into what will be an expensive and time-consuming period

of change. I propose to allow CDMA Spread-spectrum equipment to

use certain un-used television spectrum, somewhat as the existing,

well-functioning activity we now use between 470-512 Mhz. I

believe that allowing such activity would make room for at least

500 new voice-grade channels. And as CDMA signals, these 500 (or

more) new radio channels would act less as dedicated frequency

slots, and more like trunked channel activity, which increases the

frequency re-use rate, and doing just what the FCC is looking for,

which is improved frequency efficiency.

As I look at the Television spectrum space, I note that in every

instance I can find, each Television channel in use in any large

metropolitan area is protected by "guard channels" (un-used, empty

6 Mhz chunks of spectrum space on each side of the licensed TV

channel) • These "guard channels" were allowed as a method of

protecting wideband television receivers from another strong,

adjacent-channel television signal in the same city from causing

any TV reception interference.
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I propose that the FCC consider finding additional spectrum space

for new land mobile activity by allowing 1.25 Mhz slices of these

unused TV guard channels for low-power spread-spectrum land mobile

use.

As the FCC knows, Spread-spectrum such as CDMA is proven to provide

land mobile coverage with as little as 10% of the power levels

considered normal for FM land mobile, is inherently a non

interfering medium by virtue of its lack of any carriers. I

propose that if such low-power CDMA spread spectrum were allowed

on Television guard channels in those cities now most requiring

land mobile spectrum relief, no interference would result, due to

the high levels of signal strength being delivered to households

by television transmitters. A partial listing of possible TV

frequencies in my Chicago-land area that could be used for CDMA

spread spectrum follows:

TV Channel 8, an unused guard channel from 180 to 186 Mhz.

I propose the use of 182.250 to 183.500 Mhz for CDMA Spread

spectrum. I do not believe that any moderate CDMA transmitter

power between these frequencies will cause any TV interference to

Chicago's existing TV Channel 7, or TV channel 9.

TV Channel 10, an unused guard channel from 192 to 198 Mhz.

I propose the use of 194.25 to 195.500 Mhz for CDMA Spread-
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spectrum. I do not believe that any moderate COMA transmitter

power between these frequencies will cause any TV interference to

Chicago's existing TV Channel 9, or TV Channel 11.

TV Channel 13, an unused guard channel from 210 to 216 Mhz.

I propose the use of 212.250 Mhz to 213.500 Mhz for COMA Spread

spectrum. I do not believe that any moderate COMA transmitter

power between these frequencies will cause any TV interference to

Chicago's existing TV Channel 11.

I similarly propose such COMA frequency slots of 1.25 Mhz be

assigned to UHF-TV channel 17, 18, 19, etc., and similar guard

channels of the UHF TV channels upward to TV channel 69.

I feel that in every major city (and in every rural area as well)

such unused TV guard channels could easily satisfy the need for

land mobile frequency expansion with no TV interference, and no

disruption to existing land mobile users. As you already know,

each such 1.25 Mhz COMA spread-spectrum frequency slot will provide

that area with 30-40 "clear-channel" audio channels, and there

certainly are many accommodations to the available bandwidth for

special purposes, such as walkie-talkies, mobiles, bases, portable

alarms, computers, etc. I believe that assigning honest business

two-way communications to these un-used television channels is very

much in "the public interest".
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...

Allowing COMA spread spectrum would also provide the FCC with the

means of introducing the benefits of wideband communications, such

as improved data transfer, much better audio quality and improved

reliability into the present land mobile arena. Most of all, it

would introduce the element of competition into the land mobile

arena, by virtue of the increased services it would allow into the

land mobile market. I further believe that several land mobile

manufacturers would be interested in providing COMA mobiles, since

they are already developing COMA for Cellular and PCS, and I know

that as a land mobile dealer and provider of communications to end

user Clients, I am interested in providing improved and mQre

reliable communications to my Customers, as opposed to the almost

certain decrease in reliability, coverage, and the increase in

expense I will have to pass along to my Clients if the existing

Part 88 passes, and narrow-banding becomes the land mobile edict.

I also feel that Spread Spectrum could rapidly win out as the

spectrum-efficient dominant transmission medium over traditional

F.M. 25 Khz channel usage, if a re-write of Part 88 should somehow

allow it.

I note that the present concept of Part 88 is aimed at "narrowing"

the bandwidth used, when I am reading in every industry trade

journal that Spread-spectrum modulation is being tested very

favorably at every turn. I propose that the present Part 88 be

scrapped in favor of a re-write which follows the best thinking of

the radio communication industry as a whole, and offers a change
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in operating technique which allows/favors emerging wide-bandwidth

signals. Narrow-bandwidth modulation and its supporters have had

almost 15 years to properly develop good equipment, yet is barely

able to survive, while COMA Spread-spectrum has existed (in the

civilian world) for only about 5 years, and has managed to claw its

way into a probable wide-band digital modulation form that will

likely become the world standard for both cellular and future PCS

communications. The FCC has certainly recognized the technical

advantages of Spread-spectrum, and now allows it's use in many non

licensed applications on at least 3 different bands. Why force

the workhorse two-way radio industry to swim against the tide,

toward a modulation technique which is proven to be difficult,

expensive, and a poor performer, which "narrow-banding" is?

Simple field testing of such COMA signals would prove the viability

of such a plan, which would create the additional spectrum relief

the F.C.C. is attempting to find, without television interference,

and without the severe cost that the present proposed Part 88 will

cause to individuals and tax-payers alike. As a small business

owner, I would appreciate the opportunity to apply for such a

spread-spectrum TV-band assignment, and find this avenue much more

appealing to me as a small businessman than having to bUy, install,

and service a whole new fleet of radios that will likely be

expensive and difficult to keep operating, while all industry

reports point to the economy, small size, and reliability of

present and future COMA mobiles and walkie-talkies.
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Given the chance, I would consider trading my existing 25 Khz

frequency assignment on 471 Mhz for the chance to build a TV/CDMA

system in its place. I believe that enough other system operators

and entities would want to make the change so as to eliminate a lot

of the frequency congestion that exists on both VHF and UHF land

mobile frequency bands, which might allow the majority of existing

FM channels to be "converted" to Spread-spectrum in the future,

especially if the FCC would re-write Part 88 to allow this.

IF PART 88 IS GOING TO BE IMPLEMENTED ANYHOW

If Part 88 is made into law as proposed, the provision allowing 5

Khz channels on VHF and 6.25 Khz channels on UHF does not make much

sense to me. In this day of phase-locked loop frequency control,

I believe that allowing an extra 1.25 Khz of spectrum space on UHF

is a waste. I propose that 5 Khz channels be implemented across

the-board, on all frequencies that the FCC is proposing to modify.

At the least, this would allow a lot of present-day test equipment

to be salvaged.

If Part 88 is made into law as proposed, all services should be

treated equally. I am opposed to the provision that allows high

power for paging services, and reduces the amount of RF power I can

operate at my site away from the city of Chicago. If paging
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receivers cannot hear a weaker signal, how can it be that my

customer can be expected to hear a weaker signal? In my many years

in the two-way business, it is the Paging Transmitter that most

often is the cause of severe interference to other lower-powered

services, and the paging industry should suffer the same power

restrictions as anyone else.

If Part 88 is made into law, the question of who shall "coordinate"

seems to have become an issue once again. As I read the proposed

Part 88, it seems that most of the present-day "Coordinators" all

seem to think that only their particular coordinator would make the

ideal way for coordination to occur!

Here, as in a previous filing before the F.C.C., I feel I must

state again that I feel the F.C.C. should take the entire

coordination effort back, and do it yourselves. The existing

Coordinating Agencies have made a fortune over the last several

years, and if Part 88 is enacted, the FCC should use that enactment

as the reason to simply stop using the likes of NABER, SIRSA, etc ..

Frequency coordination is a long-time farce for small two-way

dealers like me, and the exorbitant coordination fees would very

neatly fit into the coffers of the FCC. Why allow these spurious

coordination agencies to continue to do the FCCls job? Certainly,

if NABER and SIRSA and the other coordinating agencies can show the

large profits they do, the FCC could make use of that fee money

also, couldnlt you? At least, I would feel that if the FCC were
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doing the coordination effort, I would have the licensing

proceedure back under the control of my Government, where you say

it belongs, instead of bowing and scraping to the coordinators as

I pay them my "private taxes" for their questionable service.

If Part 88 is made into law, perhaps a provision could be added to

allow those of us that feel CDMA Spread-spectrum is a more viable

avenue for improved land-mobile communications to implement pilot

programs? perhaps the more regulated, and more organized 470-512

Mhz TV band that contains my own Private Carrier Repeater could

somehow be organized to allow such a pilot program? I know that

I feel that within a couple of years, good, cheap, CDMA mobiles

could be available from the extraordinary design and development

that is now happening for CDMA digital cellular equipment. The

promise seems to be for very economical, lightweight radio

equipment that could easily be manufactured for use at 470 Mhz as

well as 850 Mhz. I wouldbea9.0234 Tm7066a9.0234 4 0 4rpening9 0 l d m a n u f a 
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stuff that develops American Business and lets us compete for the

Global Market.

• • • • • • • • •• SUMMARY ••••••••••

I am now 54 years old, and have been in the Microwave, Multiplex,

and Two-Way Industry for over 34 years. My best service was as a

Air Force Bypass Specialist in Telecommunications, serving

President Kennedy's Air Force One aircraft, but I can also remember

when two-way channels were 60 Khz wide! I am not opposed to more

narrow-banding, if that were the modern, best, and most economical

solution, but it isn't!

All the World is swinging to wide-band, digital signals, because

of error-correction, power advantages, better reproduction, smaller

size, and much lower equipment costs. To have the FCC now propose

a major change in the rules and regulations I live (and die) by

which shifts away from the advantages being offered by TDMA, CDMA,

and other digital wide-band signal formats and toward a plan which

raises everyone's cost with a reduction in service area, and mQ§t

importantly, with no increase in channel utilization, seems to be

wrong to me.

If this present Part 88 does go through, and we all shift to

extreme narrowbanded modulation, it may be true that more of us can

have our "own channel", but the total amount of air-time per
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channel will probably just go down. With CDMA, I am proposing a

plan that is very efficient in the "re-use" of spectrum, since no

particular slice of spectrum has to be reserved for only one

person's transmissions. CDMA is the wave of the future, and the

FCC should either get on board, or at least, allow no action on the

proposed Part aa, until CDMA (and other similar digital wideband

modulation techniques) have another 24 months to prove their

mettle. They have done just fine in the last couple of years,

toward proving that they are the best, most efficient use of

spectrum space for mobile and handheld communications.

GQ~f1;:~--
Alan Rutz, Owner,

COMMUNITY SYSTEMS COMPANY
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